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Case No. 20100831-CA 
INTHE 
UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff / Appellant, 
vs. 
STEPHEN BRADLEY ADAMSON, 
Defendant/ Appellee. 
Reply Brief of Appellant 
ARGUMENT 
Pursuant to rule 24(c), Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, the State 
submits this brief to the appellee's brief. 
Defendant contends that "the State's position taken to its logical 
conclusion would justify officers in initiating a stop anytime they determined 
that a driver was subject to license restrictions simply to verify the driver's 
compliance with those restrictions." Aple. Brf. at 10 (emphasis in original). But 
such is not the logical conclusion of the State's position. The law is settled that 
an officer may initiate a traffic stop only upon "probable cause or reasonable 
articulable suspicion of a traffic violation or other criminal activity." State v. 
Baker, 2010 UT18, f 16, 229 P.3d 650. 
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The law is equally settled that once a valid stop is made for a traffic 
violation, an officer "'may request a driver's license and vehicle registration/" 
and may also " 'conduct a computer check'" on those documents. State v. Lopez, 
873 P.2d 1127,1132 (Utahl994) (citation omitted). This, the officer may do, even 
though there is no reasonable suspicion that the driver does not have a valid 
driver's license. See, e.g. State v. Hansen, 2002 UT 125, ^ 30-31, 63 P.3d 650; 
(improper lane change); State v. Richards, 2009 UT App 397, \ \ 2,8,224 P.3d 733 
(following too closely); State v. Dennis, 2007 UT App 266, |1f 2,10,167 P.3d 528 
(stop sign violation); State v. O'Brien, 959 P.2d 647, 648-49 (Utah App. 1998) 
(equipment violation). 
As noted in the State's opening brief, the Tenth Circuit has held that 
during a routine traffic stop, "a police officer is permitted to ask such questions, 
examine such documentation, and run such computer verifications as necessary 
to determine that the driver [1] has a valid license and [2] is entitled to operate 
the vehicle." United States v. Wood, 106 F.3d 942,945 (10th Cir. 1997). Focusing 
only on the first of these two permissible objectives, Defendant claims that Wood 
"simply justifies an officer in confirming the continued validity of a driver's 
license." Aple. Brf. at 9. He ignores, however, the second objective recognized 
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in Wood — that an officer may also confirm the driver "is entitled to operate the 
vehicle." Wood, 106 F.3d at 945. 
In sum, an officer who makes a valid traffic stop may—within the proper 
scope of that stop —conduct a computer check and ask such questions as 
necessary to "confirm[ ]" the motorist's "driving privileges." State v. Chism, 
2005 UT App 41, f 15, 107 P.3d 706. Ordinarily, such confirmation may be 
achieved through a computer check alone. However, where a driver's privilege 
to operate a motor vehicle is subject to a restriction—such as the use of 
corrective lenses or the installation of an ignition interlock device —an officer 
may make reasonable inquiry to confirm compliance with that restriction. Such 
was the case here.1 
1
 In a footnote, Defendant claims that the State "waived" this issue below. 
Aple. Brf. at 8 n.6. He acknowledges that the State made the argument to the 
trial court, but contends the State waived it by "fail[ing] to supply any legal 
support or authority for its argument." Aplt. Brf. at 8 n.6 (citing R.49). In 
support, he cites 438 Main St. v. Easy Heat, Inc., 2004 UT 72,99 P.3d 801, but that 
case does not support his claim. The Supreme Court held that in addition to 
making a timely and specific motion, "'the challenging party must introduce 
supporting evidence or relevant legal authority/ " Id. at % 51 (citation omitted) 
(emphasis added). In any event, the State relied on Lopez and Dennis in support 
of its claim, see R.49-51, both of which, as discussed, recognize that an officer 
may verify that a driver is lawfully authorized to drive. 
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In any event, Trooper McCoy had reasonable suspicion that Defendant 
was violating his license restriction. See Aplt Brf. at 16-17. Defendant counters 
that the existence of a license restriction "does not amount to reasonable 
suspicion that the person is violating [it]/' Aple. Brf. at 10. He also argues that 
" 'criminal history alone is insufficient to give rise to the necessary reasonable 
suspicion/ " Aple. Brf. at 11 (quoting Dennis, 2007 UT App 266, If 12). The State 
does not disagree with either proposition. Rather, the State argues that 
reasonable suspicion of an ignition interlock device violation existed where the 
trial court found that Trooper McCoy did not observe such a device installed in 
the vehicle during his initial conversation with Defendant. See Aplt. Brf. at 16-
17; accord State v. Morris, 2011 UT 40, ^f 16-17 (holding that a mistaken, but 
objectively reasonable belief that a vehicle is not registered supports reasonable 
suspicion). The facts also showed, however, that Defendant drove away from a 
bar late at night and was alone. These facts, considered together, were more 
than ample to support reasonable suspicion justifying the trooper's inquiry. 
And, of course, once Trooper McCoy detected the odor of alcohol, he had 
reasonable suspicion that Defendant was driving under the influence. See 
Morris, 2011 UT 40, ^ 29 & n.55 (holding that "the smell of alcohol emanating 
from [a] vehicle [is] enough to generate new reasonable suspicion of criminal 
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activity, thus justifying further detention"). Defendant does not appear to 
suggest otherwise. See Aple. Brf. at 5-16. 
CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons and those stated in the opening brief, the State 
respectfully requests the Court to reverse the ruling of the district court. 
Respectfully submitted September 23, 2011. 
MARK L. SHURTLEFF 
Utah Attorney General 
JEFF^Y S. GRAY 
Assistant Attorney Genera' 
Counsel for Appellant 
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